
291146 1

 BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement 
the Commission’s Procurement Incentive 
Framework and to Examine the Integration 
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards 
into Procurement Policies. 
 

 
Rulemaking 06-04-009 
(Filed April 13, 2006) 

 
 
REPLY COMMENTS OF THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

TO ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES’ RULING  
REQUESTING COMMENTS AND LEGAL BRIEFS ON MARKET 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 
Pursuant to the July 19, 2007 “Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling Requesting 

Comments and Legal Briefs on Market Advisory Committee Report and Notice of 

En Banc Hearing” (July 19 Ruling), and the August 8, 2007 “Administrative Law Judges’ 

Ruling Requesting that Parties Address an Additional Legal Issue in Their Reply Briefs, 

Due August 15, 2007” (August 8 Ruling), the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) 

submits the following reply comments.  The July 19 and August 8 Rulings contain 

54 questions about the “first-seller approach” in the June 30, 2007 Market Advisory 

Committee (MAC) Report.  The first-seller approach would be an alternate way for the 

California Air Resource Board (CARB) to require compliance with reporting and other 

regulatory requirements aimed at implementing Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California 

Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. 

Parties’ comments demonstrate that the issue of whether to implement a load-

based or first-seller approach may come down to one critically important and overarching 

tradeoff: economic versus legal risk.  DRA and other parties agree that the first-seller 

structure would likely increase economic efficiency by internalizing the cost of GHG 
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emissions into the wholesale price of power.  However, if the Commission adopts the 

first-seller approach, there may be some exposure to legal risk under the Federal Power 

Act and the dormant Commerce Clause.  In addition, the first-seller approach would also 

impose greater costs to ratepayers and extensive enforcement needs for the myriad 

potential first-sellers.  Therefore, the challenge is in determining which regulatory 

structure will meet the policy goals established in AB 32 at the least cost to ratepayers. 

Despite the improved line of sight for emissions reporting and the economic 

efficiency offered by the first-seller structure, the attendant legal concerns and ostensibly 

high costs of enforcing regulations for a broad array of market participants may eclipse 

these apparent advantages.  DRA appreciates the complexity of this dilemma, and hopes 

to add value to the record in order to assist the CPUC and CEC (Commissions) in 

reaching a well-informed decision.  Consistent with these concerns, DRA offers the 

following observations and recommendations: 

• Due to the wholesale market implications of the first-
seller structure, it carries a legal risk of being pre-
empted under the Federal Power Act.  Additionally, 
the first-seller structure may raise certain dormant 
Commerce Clause concerns. 

• The Commission needs more input from parties and 
the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 
about the costs and timing issues associated with the 
load-based versus first-seller approaches and their 
respective impacts on the implementation of the 
Integrated Forward Market (IFM).  Given the 
ambitious schedule slated for the August 21, 2007 
en banc hearing on the first-seller structure, DRA 
reiterates that the Commission should convene a 
separate workshop to address these very critical 
technical issues facing the CAISO and market 
participants. 

• Having the first seller as the point of regulation could 
render the program less effective unless it includes 
increased oversight and enforcement.  The 
complexities and burden of enforcing reporting 
requirements for the multitude of marketers and other 
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first sellers/deliverers is one major drawback of the 
first-seller approach. 

• The first-seller structure will likely result in windfall 
profits to generators at the expense of ratepayers.   

• The permit allocation method chosen could also affect 
the customer price.  An auction, while more 
economically efficient, has the potential to more 
greatly increase costs to customers than other 
allocation methods, if not implemented properly. 

• As some parties note, the Commission should not limit 
the exploration of potential GHG emissions regulatory 
mechanisms to only the first-seller and load-based 
approaches.   

II. DISCUSSION 
A. Relevant preemption and interstate commerce issues may 

render first-seller structure considerations moot. 

54. To what degree if any, does the following line of cases 
suggest that a deliverer/first-seller approach is more 
likely than a load-based approach to be subject to 
preemption under the Federal Power Act?  Northern 
Natural Gas Co. v. Kansas, 372 U.S. 84 (1963); 
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. v. Mississippi, 
474 U.S. 409 (1986); Northwest Central Pipeline 
Corp. v. Kansas, 489 U.S. 493 (1989).  Please consider 
these cases in light of Calif. ex rel. Lockyer v. Dynegy, 
Inc., 375 F.3d 831, 842 n8 (2004) (finding that the 
Federal Power Act and the Natural Gas Act are similar 
statutory schemes and therefore case law for the two 
Acts is often interchangeable).  Please provide a 
detailed analysis. 

In Northern Natural Gas Co. v. Kansas, the Kansas State Corporation 

Commission required an interstate pipeline “to purchase gas ratably from all wells 

connecting with its pipeline system in each gas field within the state.”1  In its analysis, 

the Supreme Court observed that the appellant was “not a producer, but a purchaser of 

                                              1 Northern Natural Gas Co. v. Kansas, 372 U.S. 84, 85 (1963). 
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gas from producers.”2  The Court also pointed out that “it was settled even before the 

passage of the Natural Gas Act, that direct regulation of the prices of wholesales of 

natural gas in interstate commerce is beyond the constitutional power of the states – 

whether or not framed to achieve ends, such as conservation, ordinarily within the ambit 

of state power.”3  The Court then determined that the “federal regulatory scheme leaves 

no room either for direct state regulation of the prices of interstate wholesales of natural 

gas . . ., or for state regulations which would indirectly achieve the same result.”4 

In concluding that the regulation was preempted, the Court explained that while 

conservation is within the sphere of state power, the regulation was defective because it 

was aimed directly at purchasers rather than producers.5  The court reached this 

conclusion despite arguments that “as a practical matter restrictions upon purchasers 

more effectively and easily achieve ratable taking.”6  Thus, Northern Natural Gas Co. v. 

Kansas applied a “bright line” test, where the focus of the regulation 

(purchaser/producer) was critical to the analysis of whether or not a regulation is 

preempted.  This case suggests that despite the purported practical benefits of a first-

seller approach, as well as the fact that environmental regulations are traditionally within 

the sphere of state power, that there is a legal risk based on field preemption that is 

associated with such an approach.7 

                                              2
 Id. at 90. 

3
 Id.  

4
 Id. at 91. 

5
 Id. at 93-95. 

6
 Id. at 96. 

7
 DRA notes that this case was decided in 1963, and thus it interpreted the Natural Gas Act of 

1938, 15 U.S.C. § 717, et seq.  Congress has subsequently passed the Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978, 15 U.S.C. § 3301, et seq. 
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In Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. v. Mississippi, the Mississippi Oil and 

Gas Board required “an interstate pipeline to purchase natural gas from all the parties 

owning interests in a common gas pool.”8  In applying these facts to a regulatory scheme 

that had been modified by the Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978, the Supreme Court cited 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative v. Arkansas Public Service Commission to support the 

proposition that when the federal government chooses not to regulate in a given area, this 

may imply that the federal government intended that the area be left unregulated.9  The 

Court ruled that as this issue, also known as “negative” preemption:  

“[W]hether Congress, in revising a comprehensive federal 
regulatory scheme to give market forces a more significant 
role in determining the supply, the demand, and the price of 
natural gas, intended to give States the power it had denied 
FERC.  The answer to the [] question must be in the 
negative.”10 
 

Thus, the Court stated that: “[t]o the extent that Congress denied FERC the power 

to regulate affirmatively particular aspects of the first sale of gas, it did so because 

wanted to leave determination of supply and first sale price to the market.”11  Aside from 

this analysis, the Court also ruled that the regulation had run afoul with other concerns, 

such as the uniformity of the federal scheme, and noted that: “Mississippi’s order would 

have the effect of increasing the ultimate price to consumers.”12  The regulation was 

deemed preempted.13 

                                              
8 Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. v. Mississippi, 474 U.S. 409, 411 (1986). 
9
 Id. at 422 (citing Arkansas Electric Cooperative v. Arkansas Public Service Commission, 

461 U.S. 375, 384 (1983)). 
10

 Id. 
11

 Id. 
12

 Id. at 423. 
13

 Id. at 425. 
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Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. v. Mississippi is comparable to Northern 

Natural Gas Co. v. Kansas.  In Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. v. Mississippi, the 

Court struck down a similar regulation; this time under the modified statutory framework 

of the Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978.  This case provides further support for the notion 

that a first-seller approach, which could be deemed as analogous to a purchaser-focused 

regulation, has some degree of legal risk under preemption doctrine. 

In Northwest Central Pipeline Corp. v. Kansas, the Supreme Court upheld a 

regulation that governed the timing of natural gas production.14  In upholding the 

regulation, the Court explained:  

“In both Northern Natural and Transco, States had crossed 
the dividing line so carefully drawn by Congress in NGA 
§ 1(b) and retained in the NGPA, trespassing on federal 
territory by imposing purchasing requirements on interstate 
pipelines.  In this case, on the contrary, Kansas has regulated 
production rates in order to protect producers' correlative 
rights -- a matter firmly on the States' side of that dividing 
line.”15 
 

The Court also distinguished its facts from another case where a state regulation 

was deemed preempted: 

“Appellant would also find support for its position in 
Schneidewind.  Schneidewind held that the NGA pre-empted 
Michigan’s regulation of securities issued by interstate 
pipelines and other natural gas companies engaged in 
interstate commerce because the regulation fell within an 
exclusively federal domain.  However, not only was the 
regulation at issue in that case directed to interstate gas 
companies, but it also had as its central purposes the 
maintenance of their rates at what the State considered a 
reasonable level, and their provision of reliable service.”16 

 

                                              14
 Northwest Central Pipeline Corp. v. Kansas, 489 U.S. 493 (1989). 

15
 Id. at 514. 

16
 Id. at 514, n. 10.  (citing Schneidewind v. ANR Pipeline Co., 485 U.S. 293, 306-309 (1988)). 
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Thus, the regulation in question in Northwest Central Pipeline Corp. v. Kansas 

fell under one of the provisions of the Natural Gas Act, which excludes from its 

application the production or gathering of natural gas.17  The Natural Gas Act also 

excludes from its application retail sales and distribution, thus allowing for state 

regulation in those arenas.18  There is a parallel section in the Federal Power Act that 

excludes retail sales from its application.19  Thus, this case lends support to the notion 

that a load-based approach, which a court may view in an analogous manner as the 

regulation in Northwest Central Pipeline Corp. v. Kansas, would likely be viewed by a 

court as not preempted. 

This line of cases suggests that a load-based approach would carry fewer legal 

risks than a first-seller approach.  Calif. ex rel. Lockyer v. Dynegy, Inc., 375 F.3d 831, 

842, n. 8 (9th Cir. 2004) further supports the proposition that these gas cases could be 

used interchangeably in an analysis of the Federal Power Act.  DRA notes that Federal 

Power Act case law has also followed a “bright-line” approach between the regulations of 

retail versus wholesale transactions.20   

45. If you conclude that Federal Power Act preemption 
would be a problem, could FERC action (e.g., 
approval of a CAISO tariff rule) ameliorate this 
problem?  If so, what specifically could FERC do? 
Could FERC ameliorate any Federal Power Act 
concerns related to publicly-owned utilities? 

The CAISO did not file opening comments in response to this question.  DRA 

would like to hear what the CAISO would propose in order to remedy the potential 

preemption risk concomitant with a first-seller approach.   

                                              17
 See 15 U.S.C. § 717(b). 

18
 See 15 U.S.C. § 717(b); see also Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line v. Public Service Commission, 

332 U.S. 507, 516-17 (1947).  
19

 See 16 U.S.C. § 824(b)(1). 
20

 See Federal Power Commission v. Southern California Edison, 376 U.S. 205 (1964). 
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B. Other Legal Issues 
53. Are there any other legal issues that the Public Utilities 

Commission and the Energy Commission should 
consider in deciding whether to investigate the 
deliverer/first-seller approach further?  Explain. 

In analyzing this round of legal argument, the Commission should be cognizant of 

the fact that some commenting parties may be motivated to later challenge the legality of 

whatever approach CARB approves.  In particular, certain parties have proposed that a 

first-seller approach has a similar level of legal risk as a load-based approach.  These 

analyses do not seem entirely consistent with the currently available precedent. 

C. The first-seller approach will pose enforcement 
challenges and likely result in additional costs to 
ratepayers. 

PG&E and other parties either understate or fail to adequately address the 

enforcement issues that would face CARB under the first-seller approach.  PG&E states 

that AB 32 ensures that entities importing power into California will be required to report 

emissions to CARB:  

“Under AB 32, as under most environmental statutes, 
complying and reporting entities will be under the legal 
obligation to identify themselves and report their imports to 
CARB.  These reporting requirements would be needed under 
either the first-seller approach or under a load-based cap.  For 
example, as CARB’s AB 32 reporting protocols note, 
emissions from combustion are reported by facilities or other 
reporting entities under reporting requirements promulgated 
by the regulatory authority, e.g. US EPA under 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 75.  Thus, under AB 32, CARB 
would require all applicable entities registered in the WECC 
to report their import-based emissions if they import power 
into California for ultimate consumption in California.”21 
 

                                              21
 Comments of Pacific Gas and Electric Company on Market Advisory Committee 

Recommendation of “First Seller” Regulation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Under AB 32, 
August 6, 2007 (PG&E Comments), at 11-12. 
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While PG&E accurately characterizes the intent of AB 32, there will be practical 

and possibly jurisdictional hurdles facing CARB in attempting to enforce compliance 

with AB 32 under the first-seller approach.  As noted by the Los Angeles Department of 

Water and Power (LADWP): “[t]he first-seller approach can have the convoluted result 

of applying the point of regulation to an out-of-state generator or marketer for delivery of 

electricity within California, leaving the California retail service provider that caused the 

energy to be imported into California with no compliance obligation.”22  Additionally, 

given that there are “hundreds of marketers that participate WECC-wide,”23 emissions 

monitoring and compliance enforcement under the first-seller approach would be far 

more administratively complex than requiring compliance by California’s LSEs.   

Furthermore, although DRA recognizes that there are economic and operational 

advantages that make the first-seller structure favorable, inevitable enforcement 

difficulties could undermine the effectiveness of the policy and/or result in even greater 

costs to ratepayers in order to ensure compliance.  Under a load-based approach, the 

tracking and reporting of emissions would be centralized and performed by California 

LSEs, thereby minimizing the number of reporting entities, each of which are squarely 

within the jurisdiction of the Commission and CARB.  In contrast, the first-seller 

approach would move the point of regulation closer to the source of emissions and thus 

further away from the traditional regulatory reach of these agencies.  Even though all 

first-seller entities are now subject to these regulations under AB 32, there still remains 

the significant practical issue of enforcement.  While the line of sight to the source of 

emissions is more direct under a first-seller approach, the multiplicity of potential first-

sellers/deliverers would necessitate greater coordination and resources than the load-

based approach, by these agencies and the first-sellers.   

                                              22
 Opening Comments of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power on the 

Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling Requesting Comments and Legal Briefs on Market Advisory 
Committee Report, August 6, 2007 (LADWP Comments), at 7. 
23 Id. 
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Therefore, while certain parties criticize the administrative complexity and line of 

sight issues inherent in the load-based approach, they fail to address the clear 

enforcement challenges that would arise with the implementation of the first-seller 

structure.  PG&E claims that: “[t]he first-seller approach is much easier to administer 

than a load-based cap, because the first-seller approach more accurately tracks both in-

state emissions sources and sources associated with imports from out-of-state.”24  

However, as noted, both points of regulation would pose administrative complications 

which could potentially undermine the accuracy and effectiveness of the emissions 

reduction program.  On balance, contrary to many parties’ assertions and its current 

political momentum, the first-seller structure is not necessarily superior to the load-based 

approach.  Both provide unique tradeoffs and administrative complexities that must be 

weighed carefully. 

D. The first-seller approach would likely result in higher 
prices to consumers due to windfall profits to generators. 

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and the Union of Concerned 

Scientists (UCS) assert that the overall impact on electricity prices would be greater 

under a first-seller approach, since “generators will include the value of allowances in 

their bid prices, raising the market price for all power sources.”25  DRA shares this 

concern as well and notes that the first-seller approach provides the opportunity for the 

price of all electricity sources, even low-carbon generators, to increase as explored in 

more detail below. 

In the wholesale market, the market-clearing price is set by the ‘marginal’ 

generator, the last one whose bid is accepted.  If this marginal producer must internalize 

the cost of carbon in their bid, then the market-clearing price will increase by that cost of 

carbon.  Subsequently, all generators will receive that market-clearing price, even those 

                                              24
 PG&E Comments at 4. 

25
 Opening Comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and Union of 

Concerned Scientists (UCS) on the “First Seller” Approach and Other Recommendations of the 
Market Advisory Committee Report, August 6, 2007 (NRDC/UCS Comments), at 7. 



291146 11

that do not have to internalize carbon costs (e.g., hydropower and nuclear).  The result 

would be windfall profits to low-carbon generators, and ultimately a magnification of the 

carbon compliance costs to consumers.  This scenario holds regardless of whether 

emission permits are allocated or auctioned to first-sellers. 

PG&E, on the other hand, argues that despite the overall increase in wholesale 

electricity price under a first-seller approach, retail electricity prices “will be the same or 

greater under [a] load-based [approach].”26  PG&E illustrates its arguments using a 

numerical example.  This example compares the ultimate cost to ratepayers under both 

approaches with extensive assumptions about the price per metric ton of CO2, the 

running cost of a combined cycle plant, hydro plant and coal plant, and the range of 

emission rates for coal plants.  Without a concerted modeling exercise to verify these 

assumptions and test under various market conditions, it seems difficult for PG&E to 

have drawn the above conclusion. 

PG&E recommends distributing allowances to load-serving entities while 

maintaining the point of regulation on first sellers as a solution to avoiding windfall 

profits to generators.  The allowances would be distributed to first sellers through an 

auction, presumably with the LSEs jointly contributing to a common pool of allowances 

to achieve optimal economic efficiency.  DRA disagrees with the rationale of this 

approach. Windfall profits result when the marginal generator sets a new market-clearing 

price that includes its emission costs.  This will take place regardless of whether the 

generator purchases its emission allowance from an auction held jointly by the LSEs, or 

by CARB.  Moreover, it remains unclear how the revenue generated by the LSE-

administered auction will be redistributed to ratepayers.  If anything, the LSE-

administered auction adds an unnecessary administrative layer to the auction design and 

revenue distribution process. 

                                              26
 PG&E Comments at 19. 
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E. The chosen permit allocation methodology will ultimately 
affect consumer prices. 

The Energy Producers and Users Coalition and the Cogeneration Association of 

California (EPUC/CAC) suggest that the method for allocating permits will have the 

most significant effect on consumer rates.27  While DRA believes other factors will also 

impact rates, it agrees that the allocation issue is critical.  The issue of allocations was 

considered in Burtraw et al.’s “The Effect of Allowance Allocation on the Cost of Carbon 

Emission Trading.” 28  The authors concluded that in the Regional Greenhouse Gas 

Initiative (RGGI) market, an auctioning system would have increased the price of 

electricity twice as much than if allowances had been allocated at no cost, based on prior 

use.  Although there are differences between California’s electricity market and the 

RGGI markets explored in the Burtraw paper, consumer prices will likely be similarly 

affected.  This is because under an auction, all permits must be purchased, and regulated 

entities can pass on much of that cost to the consumer.  When permits are allocated at no 

cost, the value of the permit is not necessarily passed on to the consumers.  Consumers 

instead pay for only the additional permits that a regulated entity must purchase.  

Similarly, any profits gained from selling excess permits may also not be passed on to the 

consumer. 

However, the impact on consumers of an auction system could be mitigated using 

revenues from the auctions themselves.  The MAC Report29 and Burtraw et al. conclude 

                                              27
 Comments on the Market Advisory Committee Report of the Energy Producers and Users 

Coalition and the Cogeneration Association of California, August 6, 2007 (Comments of 
EPUC/CAC), at 18-20. 
28

 Burtraw, Dallas, Karen Palmer, Ranjit Bharvirkar, and Anthony Paul. “The Effect of 
Allowance Allocation on the Cost of Carbon Emission Trading,” Resources for the Future, 
Washington, DC. August 2001 (Burtraw Paper). 
29 “Recommendations for Designing a Greenhouse Gas Cap-and-Trade System for California 
Recommendations of the Market Advisory Committee to the Air Resources Board”, June 30, 
2007 (MAC Report). 
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that allocating permits by auction would provide overall greater social benefits. 30  An 

auction system could therefore be beneficial even to ratepayers if proceeds are used to 

offset consumers’ higher costs. 

F. The Commission should remain open to other regulatory 
options. 

There seems to be considerable momentum for the first-seller approach among the 

commenting parties.  However, DRA is greatly concerned over some of the legal and 

enforcement issues, as well as the potential costs to ratepayers under this approach.  

While DRA is not at this time advocating one approach over the other, DRA strongly 

urges the Commission to carefully weigh all potential regulatory mechanisms. 

DRA appreciates the comments of parties that attempt to focus on the 

prioritization of threshold issues in this case while also encouraging the Commission to 

explore alternatives to the first-seller and load-based approaches.  NRDC and UCS 

attempt to distill the criteria for evaluating the first-seller and load-based approaches into 

four critical components: (1) Precision of emissions accounting; (2) Cost to consumers; 

(3) Ability to serve as a model for other cap and trade programs and integrate into a 

federal program; and (4) Ability to promote long-term emission reduction strategies.31  

DRA would obviously make the cost to consumers the highest priority, but generally 

agrees that these issues reflect the key differences between the two approaches.  Using 

these criteria as a guideline, the Commission should remain open to other regulatory 

mechanisms, such as the hybrid approach suggested by the EPUC/CAC.32 

                                              30
 Burtraw Paper. 

31 NRDC/UCS Comments at 5. 
32 Comments of EPUC/CAC at 48-49. 
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III. CONCLUSION 
For the foregoing reasons, the CPUC and CEC should consider DRA’s 

recommendations as set forth herein.  DRA looks forward to participating in the 

upcoming en banc hearing on August 21, 2007, in order to explore these critical issues 

further. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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cswoollums@midamerican.com; 
curt.barry@iwpnews.com; 
curtis.kebler@gs.com; 
cynthia.schultz@pacificorp.com; 
daking@sempra.com; 
dansvec@hdo.net; 
dave@ppallc.com; 
david.zonana@doj.ca.gov; 
david@branchcomb.com; 
david@nemtzow.com; 
davidreynolds@ncpa.com; 
dbrooks@nevp.com; 
deb@a-klaw.com; 
deborah.slon@doj.ca.gov; 
dehling@klng.com; 
derek@climateregistry.org; 
dhecht@sempratrading.com; 
dhuard@manatt.com; 
diane_fellman@fpl.com; 
dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net; 
dil@cpuc.ca.gov; 
dks@cpuc.ca.gov; 
dmacmll@water.ca.gov; 
dmetz@energy.state.ca.us; 
douglass@energyattorney.com; 
dsh@cpuc.ca.gov; 
dsoyars@sppc.com; 
dtibbs@aes4u.com; 
dwang@nrdc.org; 
dwood8@cox.net; 
dws@r-c-s-inc.com; 
e-recipient@caiso.com; 
echiang@elementmarkets.com; 
edm@cpuc.ca.gov; 
egw@a-klaw.com; 
ehadley@reupower.com; 
ej_wright@oxy.com; 
ek@a-klaw.com; 
ekgrubaugh@iid.com; 
elvine@lbl.gov; 
emahlon@ecoact.org; 
emello@sppc.com; 
epoole@adplaw.com; 
etiedemann@kmtg.com; 
ewolfe@resero.com; 
ez@pointcarbon.com; 

farrokh.albuyeh@oati.net; 
fiji.george@elpaso.com; 
filings@a-klaw.com; 
fjs@cpuc.ca.gov; 
fluchetti@ndep.nv.gov; 
fwmonier@tid.org; 
gbarch@knowledgeinenergy.com; 
george.hopley@barcap.com; 
ghinners@reliant.com; 
glw@eslawfirm.com; 
gmorris@emf.net; 
gottstein@volcano.net; 
gpickering@navigantconsulting.com; 
greg.blue@sbcglobal.net; 
gregory.koiser@constellation.com; 
grosenblum@caiso.com; 
gsmith@adamsbroadwell.com; 
gxl2@pge.com; 
harveyederpspc.org@hotmail.com; 
hayley@turn.org; 
hcronin@water.ca.gov; 
hgolub@nixonpeabody.com; 
hoerner@redefiningprogress.org; 
hs1@cpuc.ca.gov; 
hurlock@water.ca.gov; 
hyao@semprautilities.com; 
hym@cpuc.ca.gov; 
info@calseia.org; 
jack.burke@energycenter.org; 
james.keating@bp.com; 
janill.richards@doj.ca.gov; 
jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com; 
jason.dubchak@niskags.com; 
jb1@cpuc.ca.gov; 
jbf@cpuc.ca.gov; 
jbw@slwplc.com; 
jchamberlin@strategicenergy.com; 
jci@cpuc.ca.gov; 
jdh@eslawfirm.com; 
jeanne.sole@sfgov.org; 
jeffgray@dwt.com; 
jen@cnt.org; 
jenine.schenk@apses.com; 
jennifer.porter@energycenter.org; 
jesus.arredondo@nrgenergy.com; 
jf2@cpuc.ca.gov; 
jgill@caiso.com; 
jhahn@covantaenergy.com; 
jimross@r-c-s-inc.com; 
jj.prucnal@swgas.com; 
jjensen@kirkwood.com; 
jk1@cpuc.ca.gov; 
jkarp@winston.com; 
jkloberdanz@semprautilities.com; 
jlaun@apogee.net; 
jleslie@luce.com; 
jluckhardt@downeybrand.com; 
jm3@cpuc.ca.gov; 
jnm@cpuc.ca.gov; 
jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net; 
john.hughes@sce.com; 
johnrredding@earthlink.net; 
jol@cpuc.ca.gov; 
josephhenri@hotmail.com; 
joyw@mid.org; 
jsanders@caiso.com; 
jscancarelli@flk.com; 
jsqueri@gmssr.com; 
jst@cpuc.ca.gov; 
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jtp@cpuc.ca.gov; 
julie.martin@bp.com; 
jwiedman@goodinmacbride.com; 
jwmctarnaghan@duanemorris.com; 
jxa2@pge.com; 
karen.mcdonald@powerex.com; 
karen@klindh.com; 
karla.dailey@cityofpaloalto.org; 
kbowen@winston.com; 
kcolburn@symbioticstrategies.com; 
kdusel@navigantconsulting.com; 
keith.mccrea@sablaw.com; 
kellie.smith@sen.ca.gov; 
kelly.barr@srpnet.com; 
ken.alex@doj.ca.gov; 
kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com; 
kerry.hattevik@mirant.com; 
kevin.boudreaux@calpine.com; 
kfox@wsgr.com; 
kgrenfell@nrdc.org; 
kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us; 
kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com; 
kkhoja@thelenreid.com; 
klatt@energyattorney.com; 
kmills@cfbf.com; 
kmkiener@fox.net; 
kowalewskia@calpine.com; 
krd@cpuc.ca.gov; 
kyle.l.davis@pacificorp.com; 
kyle.silon@ecosecurities.com; 
kyle_boudreaux@fpl.com; 
lars@resource-solutions.org; 
lcottle@winston.com; 
ldecarlo@energy.state.ca.us; 
leilani.johnson@ladwp.com; 
liddell@energyattorney.com; 
lisa.c.schwartz@state.or.us; 
lisa.decker@constellation.com; 
lisa_weinzimer@platts.com; 
llorenz@semprautilities.com; 
llund@commerceenergy.com; 
lmh@eslawfirm.com; 
loe@cpuc.ca.gov; 
lpark@navigantconsulting.com; 
lrdevanna-rf@cleanenergysystems.com; 
lrm@cpuc.ca.gov; 
lschavrien@semprautilities.com; 
marcel@turn.org; 
marcie.milner@shell.com; 
mary.lynch@constellation.com; 
maureen@lennonassociates.com; 
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com; 
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com; 
meg@cpuc.ca.gov; 
meridith.strand@swgas.com; 
mflorio@turn.org; 
mgarcia@arb.ca.gov; 
mhyams@sfwater.org; 
mjd@cpuc.ca.gov; 
mmattes@nossaman.com; 

mmazur@3phasesRenewables.com; 
monica.schwebs@bingham.com; 
mpa@a-klaw.com; 
mpryor@energy.state.ca.us; 
mrw@mrwassoc.com; 
mscheibl@arb.ca.gov; 
mwaugh@arb.ca.gov; 
nenbar@energy-insights.com; 
ner@cpuc.ca.gov; 
nes@a-klaw.com; 
nlenssen@energy-insights.com; 
norman.furuta@navy.mil; 
notice@psrec.coop; 
npedersen@hanmor.com; 
nsuetake@turn.org; 
nwhang@manatt.com; 
obartho@smud.org; 
obystrom@cera.com; 
ofoote@hkcf-law.com; 
pburmich@arb.ca.gov; 
pduvair@energy.state.ca.us; 
pepper@cleanpowermarkets.com; 
phanschen@mofo.com; 
philm@scdenergy.com; 
pjazayeri@stroock.com; 
plusk@wecc.biz; 
ppettingill@caiso.com; 
pseby@mckennalong.com; 
psp@cpuc.ca.gov; 
pssed@adelphia.net; 
pstoner@lgc.org; 
pthompson@summitblue.com; 
pw1@cpuc.ca.gov; 
pzs@cpuc.ca.gov; 
rachel@ceert.org; 
ralph.dennis@constellation.com; 
ram@cpuc.ca.gov; 
randy.howard@ladwp.com; 
randy.sable@swgas.com; 
rapcowart@aol.com; 
rhelgeson@scppa.org; 
rhwiser@lbl.gov; 
richards@mid.org; 
rick_noger@praxair.com; 
rita@ritanortonconsulting.com; 
rkeen@manatt.com; 
rkmoore@gswater.com; 
rmccann@umich.edu; 
rmm@cpuc.ca.gov; 
rmorillo@ci.burbank.ca.us; 
robert.pettinato@ladwp.com; 
roger.montgomery@swgas.com; 
roger.pelote@williams.com; 
rogerv@mid.org; 
ron.deaton@ladwp.com; 
rprince@semprautilities.com; 
rrtaylor@srpnet.com; 
rsa@a-klaw.com; 
rschmidt@bartlewells.com; 
rsmutny-jones@caiso.com; 

rwinthrop@pilotpowergroup.com; 
ryan.flynn@pacificorp.com; 
saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov; 
samuel.r.sadler@state.or.us; 
sas@a-klaw.com; 
sasteriadis@apx.com; 
sbeatty@cwclaw.com; 
sberlin@mccarthylaw.com; 
scarter@nrdc.org; 
scohn@smud.org; 
scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com; 
scottanders@sandiego.edu; 
scr@cpuc.ca.gov; 
sdhilton@stoel.com; 
sellis@fypower.org; 
sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us; 
sephra.ninow@energycenter.org; 
sgm@cpuc.ca.gov; 
slins@ci.glendale.ca.us; 
sls@a-klaw.com; 
smichel@westernresources.org; 
smindel@knowledgeinenergy.com; 
smk@cpuc.ca.gov; 
snewsom@semprautilities.com; 
sscb@pge.com; 
ssmyers@att.net; 
steve.koerner@elpaso.com; 
steve@schiller.com; 
steven.huhman@morganstanley.com; 
steven.schleimer@barclayscapital.com; 
steven@iepa.com; 
steven@moss.net; 
svn@cpuc.ca.gov; 
svongdeuane@semprasolutions.com; 
svs6@pge.com; 
tam@cpuc.ca.gov; 
tburke@sfwater.org; 
tcarlson@reliant.com; 
tcx@cpuc.ca.gov; 
tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com; 
tdillard@sierrapacific.com; 
thunt@cecmail.org; 
tiffany.rau@bp.com; 
tim.hemig@nrgenergy.com; 
todil@mckennalong.com; 
tomb@crossborderenergy.com; 
trdill@westernhubs.com; 
troberts@sempra.com; 
vb@pointcarbon.com; 
vitaly.lee@aes.com; 
vjw3@pge.com; 
vprabhakaran@goodinmacbride.com; 
vwelch@environmentaldefense.org; 
wbooth@booth-law.com; 
westgas@aol.com; 
william.tomlinson@elpaso.com; 
wsm@cpuc.ca.gov; 
wtasat@arb.ca.gov; 
www@eslawfirm.com; 
ygross@sempraglobal.com; 

 
 
 


